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Vicente Valencia Mondragon, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro

se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his

motion to reopen removal proceedings.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. 
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§ 1252.  We review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen,

Iturribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d 889, 894 (9th Cir. 2003), and we deny the petition for

review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Valencia’s motion to reopen

because he failed to present evidence to support his contention that his son had a

new medical condition.  See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(1) (providing that a motion to

reopen “shall be supported by affidavits or other evidentiary material”). 

We do not consider Valencia’s contentions regarding continuous physical

presence because the hardship determination is dispositive.  See 8 U.S.C.               §

1229b(b)(1) (to be eligible for cancellation of removal the applicant must establish

continuous physical presence, good moral character and hardship). PETITION

FOR REVIEW DENIED.


